IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 02-40649
Summary Cal endar

GEORGE W LLI AM RI ECK, JR. ,
Peti ti oner- Appel | ant,
ver sus
JANI E COCKRELL, DI RECTOR
TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF CRI'M NAL JUSTI CE,
| NSTI TUTI ONAL DI VI SI ON,

Respondent - Appel | ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. V-00-CV-20

© January 21, 2003
Bef ore JONES, DUHE, and CLEMENT, CGircuit Judges.
PER CURI AM !

Ceorge W Rieck, Jr., Texas prisoner # 654389, was convicted
of indecency with a child and was sentenced to 16 years in prison.
He was rel eased on mandatory supervision, but it was revoked when
he failed to abide by its conditions and was involuntarily

di scharged from a sex offender counseling program He filed the

instant 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2254 petition to challenge the revocation of

! Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has detern ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.



hi s mandatory supervision. The district court denied himrelief,
and this court granted hima certificate of appealability on the
i ssue “whet her the revocation of [his] mandatory supervision due to
his failure to conply with the statute requiring himto attend sex
of fender counseling which was enacted after he was convicted and
sentenced is a violation of the Ex Post Facto O ause.”

This court applies an “intent-effects” test to determne
whether a law is punitive and thus violates the Ex Post Facto

Cl ause. See Moore v. Avovyelles Correctional Center, 253 F.3d 870,

872-73 (5th Cr. 2001). Under this test, “courts ask whether 1)
the |l egislature intended the sanction to be punitive, and 2) the
sanction is ‘so punitive’ in effect as to prevent courts from
legitimately viewwng it as regulatory or civil in nature.” 1d.
Qur anal ysis of the | aw at issue here convinces us that it was
not i ntended to be punitive and serves inportant nonpunitive goals.

See id.; see also McKune v. Lile, 122 S. C. 2017, 2023-26 (2002);

Kansas v. Hendricks, 421 U. S. 346, 350 (1997). Rieck has not shown

that the state courts acted unreasonably in rejecting this claim

See DiLosa v. Cain, 279 F.3d 259, 262 (5th Cr. 2002); see also

Lockhart v. Johnson, 104 F.3d 54, 56-57 (5th Gr. 1997).

Accordi ngly, the judgnent of the district court is

AFFI RVED.



